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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	This study is important because it highlights sepsis-induced myocardial depression (SIMD) in dogs as a clinically relevant model. By combining clinical signs, echocardiography, and cardiac biomarkers, it provides a clear framework for diagnosing and monitoring cardiac dysfunction in sepsis. The findings emphasize the reversible nature of this condition with timely treatment, offering insights that benefit both veterinary and human medicine.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It is clear, specific, and directly reflects the study’s focus on sepsis-induced myocardial depression in dogs with canine parvovirus infection, assessed through echocardiography and biomarkers.
If you wanted to make it slightly more concise and reader-friendly, a suggested improvement could be: “Reversible Sepsis-Induced Myocardial Depression in Dogs with Parvovirus Infection: Echocardiographic and Biomarker Assessment”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract of the article is comprehensive. It presents the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusion in a clear and structured manner. It also emphasizes the clinical, echocardiographic, and biomarker aspects, which are central to the study
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The arguments are consistent with established principles in veterinary cardiology and sepsis research, the methodology is appropriate, and the references are authentic and peer‑reviewed. The findings are logically derived from the data and align with current knowledge of sepsis‑induced myocardial depression.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES — the references are sufficient and recent. The manuscript includes both foundational works (e.g., Parker 1984, Nelson 2006) and contemporary sources up to 2023–2026, covering echocardiography, biomarkers, and sepsis-related cardiac dysfunction. This balance ensures historical grounding and current relevance.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO — there are no major ethical issues in this manuscript.
The study demonstrates strong ethical compliance by:
· Conducting all procedures under the approval of the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC), with certificate number IAEC/25/20.
· Following established animal welfare guidelines for blood collection and clinical monitoring.
· Ensuring transparency in reporting ethical approval and adherence to standards.
Minor point for improvement: The manuscript could strengthen its ethical section by explicitly discussing how animal distress was minimized (e.g., analgesia, humane endpoints) and by clarifying whether owner consent was obtained for the inclusion of clinical cases. This would provide additional assurance of ethical rigor.
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